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After attending community information sessions organised by RTA and ARUP
at Bangalow and Broken Head | still feel the community has not been given a
satisfactory answer as to why the original study area for the Tintenbar to
Ewingsdale (T2E) was expanded.

This decision to expand the study area has once again put peoples lives on
hold in the northern area of the approved Ballina Bypass (BB) route. The
northern portion of the BB is under a cloud because the expanded study area
could result in a change to a recently approved upgrade that took many years
to finalise not to mention the large amounts of public dollars spent including
the money spent on buying affected properties.

This is repeated at the northern end of the study area where there was also,
large amounts of public money spending and public anxiety at having lives put
on hold while process dragged on before a decision on the final route was
made. Here too an approved section of highway upgrade is now shelved
because it may need to be changed.

Added to this the Bangalow Bypass, which is a finished section of the
upgraded Pacific Highway, could be bypassed by another upgrade! This can
only be described as a gross waste of public funds.

The RTA failed to consult not only the affected local councils (Ballina and
Byron) and Rous Water but also other State Government departments.

If the reason for expanding the study are was really due to public pressure, (in
the form of a few hundred form letters) as stated by (RTA) at
the Broken Head meeting, then the few thousand submissions by the
community to reinstate the original area, which would basically mean
upgrading along the existing corridor should also hold. That a group of people
(the original CLG) who stand to hugely increase their property values by
having the highway moved can pressure the RTA facilitator into agreeing to
recommend expanding the study area and therefore adding millions of dollars
(again public money) and at least another 12 months to the process, is just
ridiculous but a reality. Why was there no independent facilitator appointed
for that CLG? From talking to a few of the original CLG members it seems the
process was hijacked and the only action ever accomplished was that the
CLG voted to move the highway away from their properties!



One of the reasons | didn't stand for nomination on that CLG is because |
thought the people within the study, those more directly affected, should
decide the route within the area. How naive of me!

That the Pacific Highway needs to be upgraded is not an issue but for an
upgrade to a design brief to allow B-Doubles to do 110kph uphill, along the
flat sections and downhill in the presence of passenger vehicles, borders on
criminal negligence. Maybe Mr Costa, who granted access to B-Doubles
despite the highway not being in accordance with the required guidelines may
find himself the centre of a law suite from grieving relatives one day. The
national freight highway (New England) should be the route used by B-
Doubles.

To my previous comments | would like to add the following, which were put
together by a group of concerned locals, both within and outside the
expanded study area. The group, of which | am a member is known as CEPS
(Coastal Environment Protection Group) and has been meeting regularly to
discuss the expansion and its potential impacts.

Submission: Section 3.
OTHER RELATED MATTERS: FLAWED PROCESSES

Failure to consulit.

There w as a conspicuous failure to consult with the relevant planning authorities
before the extended study area was announced, namely; the Byron and Ballina Shire
Councils Rous Water, DIPNR (Farm land Protection Project) and relevant State
Government departments.

* In the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act (1979) Craig Knowles (1998)
designated the Pacific Highway a Regional Highway and directed development to
occur on that premise. In the past three years since inter-state B-doubles were given
permission by Minister Costa to travel on the Pacific Highway, without community
consultation and against guidelines, local communities have been faced with an ever
increasing number of traffic accidents and deaths, the majority of which have related
to the mixing of heavy interstate freight traffic with local and tourist traffic on a
highway not built for that purpose. While the use of the highway is continually
increasing beyond its capacity, inter-state rail freight and country passenger services
have decreased and rail infrastructure is in serious decline. At a time when the cost
of fuel is rising, demand for fuel is increasing and fuel reserves declining, the solution
will not be provided by a pseudo- National Highway of Mr. Costa’s making. What is
needed is a proper transport strategy, incorporating rail, road and sea utilities. Safety
will not be improved by continuing to allow heavy inter state traffic to use what is
essentially a Regional highway. Heavy inter- state traffic should be returned to the
designated National Highway, the New England Highway, where it originally came
from.

* Extensive environmental studies have identified sensitive habitats and species
which have been ignored by the RTA. For instance, constructing a highway through
identified wetlands along the bottom of Newrybar escarpment and then cutting up
through Coopers Shoot escarpment will destroy areas of high conservation value
identified in Byron Council’s Biodiversity Strategy, 2004 and The Flora and Fauna
Study of 1999.

+ Constructing a highway through these areas is also a direct contradiction to one of
the stated objectives (S5a) of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979
(NSW) which was put in place to encourage ‘the protection of the environment,



including the protection and conservation of native plants and animals, including
threatened species, populations and ecological communities and their habitats’.

* The recommendations of the impending legislation, outlined in the paper, Northern
Rivers Farmland Protection Project, February 2005, should be adhered to, namely
‘Public infrastructure is permitted on land mapped as State or Regionally Significant
where no feasible alternative is available. Councils or State agencies proposing
public infrastructure on such land should select alternative sites where possible’.

That site is available and it is the existing highway corridor.

* The Urban Structure plan for the Cumbalum Ridge area has been ignored by the
RTA. The Cumbalum Ridge area has been identified since the mid- 1990’s as being
a key location for accommodating the anticipated demand for housing in the Ballina
Shire over the medium to long term. Investigation and planning is well under way and
has been based on the existing approved Ballina Bypass route. Any realignment of
the approved Ballina Bypass route that may be proposed in light of the expanded
investigation area would significantly undermine this work. People have already built
homes and lifestyles in this area based on the realistic assumption that the Pacific
Highway upgrade would not affect them. A commitment was made to the people of
Ballina which should now be adhered to by the Government. It is anticipated that the
Cumbalum Ridge will accommodate urban development with a residential population
of between 5,000 to 7,000 people. The realignment of the Pacific Highway in this
location will remove the possibility of achieving such an outcome which in turn will put
unacceptable stress on the housing market exacerbating already inflated real estate
prices.

* Liability and the RTA.

Like Bangalow and Newrybar, the Ballina Urban Investigation area with a projected
population of approximately 30,000 people within 10 years, should be declared by
the RTA as a ‘no go area’. Instead, it has been ignored by the RTA which will most
likely result in legal action by the developers who have been working with Council for
the development of these residential areas.

* No sense of closure

People in the Ballina Bypass area who have already had their land acquired by the
RTA or who have had their land marked for upgrade after ten years of having their
lives and livelihoods held in limbo are now again facing an indeterminate wait for their
fate to be decided. This is not the ‘fair go’ Mr. Carr was talking about just before he
resigned.

Constraints /Evaluation Criteria

* The RTA agreed that the Ballina Bypass and the St.Helena section would be
constraints and then did NOT include them in the evaluation process.

* Using the noise evaluation model based on an English Socialist premise is highly
inappropriate to the T2E and Australian conditions. The English model relates to the
denser settlement patterns of the English country side and does not have a bearing
on Australian conditions. People who have large properties located away from the
highway and who are making a living from them are unfairly discriminated against
using this model.

* The impact of highway proximity to current land values is not included as an
evaluation criterion by the RTA. The fact that people paid a commensurate price to
locate away for the highway is a fact which is being ignored in the evaluation criteria.
« The fact that people chose to live near the highway , many building their homes
after it was upgraded in the Ewingsdale and Bangalow Bypass areas, is being
ignored unfairly to the detriment of people who paid a high price to locate away from
the highway and now risk an upgrade going through their properties.



* Human impact is excluded from the evaluation criteria. The people in the study area
are victims and are not being

given the opportunity to present a family impact statement. This is a basic right which
is being denied to people who stand to lose their investments and life dreams. The
process is flawed because it does not allow for social impact in the evaluation
criteria. The assets, investment decisions and livelihoods of the people outside the
existing highway corridor have been entombed for an indeterminate time without
access to compensation. These people paid a very high monetary price for their
location away from the highway and are now being penalised. They are the victims
and cannot, as in a court of law, present a family impact statement. People who built
within the highway corridor and purchased their land at a commensurate price are
now being unfairly advantaged.

* The constraints being considered for the T2E and applied to the sieve 1 process
are based on old information much of which is out of date e.g. the aerial photography
is out of date.

Undue Haste

* The original study area for the T2E took ten years to determine and then three
months to extend based largely on submissions lodged in 2000 for the Bangalow
Bypass. At best this was negligent, at worst, fraudulent.

* After the three or four routes are made available to the community in November
2005, the community will only be given three weeks in which to respond. This would
be laughable if it were not so devastating to the people affected. To think that three
weeks is sufficient time for people who are in emotional trauma, to gather the facts as
they apply to them and to then put them into some logical format, beggars belief and
shows complete lack of understanding and empathy on the part of the RTA.

* The meeting process has been rushed with little time given for the CLG to
assimilate data and gather information from their stake holders.

Secrecy

* Nine initial route options were outlined to the CLG members by the RTA who then
invoked a confidentiality clause which effectively prevented the CLG consulting with
the community as to the constraints on the routes as they applied to them.

* The duplicity of the RTA was illustrated when one of its officers inadvertently
showed the Jarrett family a map of the St. Helena tunnel on their property and then
more senior officers denied that such a map existed.

Poor public relations

* The RTA used an Arup facilitator for the original CLG1 meetings and then had to
change to an independent facilitator when the meetings got out of control.

» Some landowners were contacted to arrange on sight inspections which Arup then
failed to attend.

* There were insensitive drilling operations alongside properties without the adjacent
residents being contacted.

* There has been unwillingness on the part of the RTA personnel to directly answer
questions concerning the T2E upgrade with those ‘answers’ being changed at a later
date.

+ Many land holders have received multiple copies of the same information letters
from Arup.

* There have been numerous administrative errors on the CLG Web site notes.

* Arup has also been unable to keep their advertised deadlines, often by many days,
for minutes of meetings, evaluation data and the pairwise process. This in turn has
exacerbated the problems experienced by the CLG relating to the undue haste with
which the processes employed by the RTA have been executed.



Freedom of Information Request
A request was made in April 2005 to the RTA for:
» documents, studies and reports connected with the eastern expanded study area
for the T2E,
» all previous studies, documents and reports for the same area undertaken over the
last 20 years
« the costs incurred by the RTA for the consultation process. The required money
was paid to the RTA and a reply received from dated 3
May 2005 that the requested material would be released. The material is
needed for the Parliamentary Inquiry on the Pacific Highway upgrades
(closing date, 19 August 2005). Despite numerous phone calls to

the information has not yet been released.

Compensation

In theory, the Just Terms Legislation is supposed to compensate people when
infrastructure is built on their land. Yet in practice, this is just not happening.
Along other sections of the highway, people have been entombed for years
waiting for the RTA to turn the first sod. Where are the Just Terms here?

Is this an Aussie fair go? The answer is decidedly NO.

Then there are the people who, once kilometers from the highway and are
now within metres of it seeing it, breathing its fumes and hearing the constant
cacophony, who under Just Terms Legislation will never be compensated or
able to realize the pre- highway value of their properties and business that
they bought and developed.

What compensation can be delivered to a small community such as Byron, if it
has its economic base destroyed in the name of the general good and State
economic development? Driving a highway any where else except along the
current highway corridor will not only destroy homes and lifestyles it will
destroy the very livelihoods upon which much of Byron depends, namely:
farming activities, value adding industries, tourist facilities, and the jobs
generated by and dependent upon these activities.

Thank you, most sincerely yours

lan Mcintosh



